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IN67-1 Refer to General Comment Nos. 2 and 3 for a discussion of costs and pumping
water uphill.

IN67-2 Several possibilities of constructing a dam on the Animas River or its tributaries
have been evaluated in this FSEIS.  These include: Howardsville Dam site on
the Animas River above Silverton; Purgatory Dam site on Cascade Creek near
its confluence with the Animas River; a gravity diversion structure on the
Animas River above its confluence with Cascade Creek; Bondad Dam site on
the Animas River near the Colorado/New Mexico state line; and Cedar Hill
Dam site on the Animas River just upstream from Cedar Hill, New Mexico.  All
were eliminated for various reasons.  Howardsville Dam was eliminated because
the reservoir would inundate historic structures and also because of water
quality concerns associated with mine tailings within the reservoir basis. 
Purgatory Dam was eliminated because the reservoir would encroach on the
Weminuche Wilderness area.  The Teft Diversion would convey water 48 miles
by gravity flow to the Ridges Basin site.  The route would go through a major
resort and residential development with significant right-way-acquisition issues. 
The Bondad Reservoir site would inundate 10 miles of the Animas River,
Highway 550 and CR 318, many residences, and oil and gas operations.  The
Cedar Hill site would inundate 6 miles of the Animas River, Highway 550,
many residences, and gas pipelines.  These are discussed in Section 2.4.2.

IN67-3 At the present time there are no plans to privatize Ridges Basin Dam.
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IN68-1 Comment noted.

IN68-2 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of costs.
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IN69-1 Farmington has two water treatment plants with a total peak day capacity of 40
million gallons per day (MGD). The City of Farmington contract with the
Navajo Tribal Utility Authority (NTUA) provides for delivery of up to 3 MGD
at the connection point with the Farmington-Shiprock pipeline at a price
reviewed annually and adjusted, for instance, for increases in operating costs.
Currently the water treatment plants are operating at about one-half of capacity
and NTUA water accounts for about six percent of the plant production. If the
entire proposed Navajo Nation share of the Animas-La Plata water supply were
added at this time to the plant's normal operation load, the plant would be
operating at 60% of plant capacity. This percentage of use of existing facilities
should not affect Farmington Lake. The contract with NTUA is subject to
renegotiation at five-year intervals. As use within Farmington increases, and as
the existing plant capacity is more fully used, plans for expansion and cost
sharing would be anticipated.

IN69-2 The San Juan Water Commission and the Navajo Nation would contract with
Reclamation for water from the ALP Project.  The City of Farmington will
subcontract with the San Juan Water Commission for the portion of water the City
would obtain from the project.  Water would be delivered to the City's diversion
point.  How the City handles the water beyond the diversion point will be the
responsibility of the City.  How the City's facilities will work is beyond the scope
of this FSEIS.  Presently, the City of Farmington is selling treated water to the
Navajo Nation.  The arrangement to sell treated water to the Navajo Nation is an
agreement between the City and the Navajo Nation.  The City has indicated that
they will have excess capacity and can continue to treat water for the Navajo
Nation for some time in the future.  In the future, when additional treatment
capacity is needed, the Navajo Nation would either build their own treatment plant
or they could share with the City of Farmington in increasing its treatment
capacity.

IN69-3 Water will be measured at the point it is removed from the river. 
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IN70-1 Refer to General Comment No. 14 concerning the validity of the Colorado Ute
Tribes' water rights claims.
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IN71-1 Comment noted.  Refer to General Comment No. 14 for a discussion of water

rights.
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IN71-2 Comment noted.  Impacts to the environment, including the human environment
and the community, were addressed for project effects on recreation and
wildlife.  Refer to discussions in Chapter 3 of the FSEIS.

IN71-3 Comment noted.
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IN72-1 The use of water for a power plant is a potential non-binding use of water by
the Colorado Ute Tribes. They may choose to not construct such a plant. If
constructed, the cost of the plant would not be incurred by the federal
government or local taxpayers. Also, the cost of constructing a water
distribution system from Ridges Basin Reservoir to deliver water to a potential
power plant would be the responsibility of the Colorado Ute Tribes or other
non-federal participants. By the time the Tribes are in a position to make a
decision concerning any potential construction of a power plant many factors
will be considered such as the market for the power and alternative power
sources such as hydroelectric, solar, wind, and available power from the Navajo
Generating Station.  

IN72-2 See General Comment No. 8 for a discussion of potential impacts on river
recreation.

IN72-3 Comment noted.
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IN73-1 Comments noted.  Refer to General Comments and Responses for additional

discussion of the several issues you have raised.  

INDIVIDUALS IN73

Monique M Scobey
Page IN-129



1

IN74-1 Reclamation evaluated in detail the structural and non-structural components of
several alternatives to meet the project purpose and need.  The Preferred
Alternative was superior in terms of environmental impacts, reliability, cost and
technical factors.  The non-structural alternative fell short of meeting the water
rights requirements of the Colorado Ute Tribes.
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IN75-1 The cost for Refined Alternative 4 is higher than the capital cost of Refined

Alternative 6. However, the cost estimate for Refined Alternative 4 is more
reliable, while the cost for Refined Alternative 6 has risks which could add
significantly to the cost estimate.  This selection process is described in Chapter
5 of the FSEIS.
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IN76-1 Refer to General Comment No. 11 for a discussion of impacts to wildlife in
Ridges Basin.

IN76-2 Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of a benefit-cost analysis.
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IN76-3 The scenarios for potential water sales as presented in Attachment D, Volume 2
are for illustrative purposes only, but are reasonable, based on actual market
experience.  Care should be taken in making any comparisons of these numbers
with other water sales.  For example, water sales in the Florida River area need to
be closely examined from the standpoint of use, priority and dependability of the
water supply each year.  The water to be leased by the Colorado Ute Tribes
represents an assured water supply and therefore is of high value.  A more realistic
comparison would be the value of M&I water sold on the Central Utah Project. 
There the M&I water is a firm water supply and is paid for on a yearly basis.  The
cost of this M&I water is in the $150 per acre-foot range.  The $2,000 per acre-foot
as described in your letter represents a one-time charge by the Tribes for the sale
of M&I water over a 20-year time horizon.  This would be equivalent to $100 per
acre-foot each year.

IN76-4 Refer to General Comment No. 12 for a discussion of growth.

IN76-5 The use of water for a coal-fired powerplant has been presented as potential use
of water by the Colorado Ute Tribes.  If such a plant became a reality an
environmental impact statement would be completed at that time.  
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IN76-6 While McPhee Reservoir is similar to the proposed Ridges Basin Reservoir, due
to shared economic characteristics of the surrounding region, it does not share
similar physical characteristics (e.g., size, geographic location, elevation). 
Consequently, the Bureau believes that Ridgway Reservoir is a better choice for
comparison with the proposed Ridges Basin Reservoir because it shares both
regional economic and physical characteristics.  Although McPhee Reservoir is
larger in size than the proposed Ridges Basin Reservoir, it has a lesser number
of estimated user days.  This is partly due to the fact that McPhee is primarily
used for boating and fishing and not for camping, with fewer campsites than at
the other reservoirs.  The number of user days does not equal the actual number
of visitors; one user day is equal to one visitor over a 12-hour period.  For
example, twelve visitors fishing for one hour is equal to one person at the
campsite for 12 hours.  Consequently, if campers make up 52% of user days
(113,568 user days), then each of the 196 camping units would need to be
occupied by 1.6 visitors during a six-month season, or by 3.2 visitors during the
primary three-month tourist season.  These numbers do not seem unrealistic. 
Since there is an increasing demand for reservoir-related recreation
opportunities (both nationwide and in the State of Colorado), and there are a
limited number of developed campsites in the area surrounding Ridges Basin,
the Bureau feels that the proposed reservoir would have at least moderate
visitation, but would not significantly take visitation away from other area
reservoirs.
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IN76-7 Comment noted.

IN76-8 Comment noted.  The Tribes have indicated that, as part of the Settlement
Agreement, a cash buyout in lieu of water was not acceptable.
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IN76-9 Comment noted.
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IN77-1 The potential for obtaining water from Mc Phee Reservoir has been evaluated. 
Please refer to General Comment No. 2.

IN77-2 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of project costs.

IN77-3 Refer to General Comment No. 15 for a discussion concerning constructing a
dam on the Animas River.
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IN78-1 This modifed ALP Project is the result of several years of planning. Most
recently the ALP Project was subjected to public debate and revision under the
Romer-Schoettler process to reach final resolution of resolving the water rights
claims of the two Colorado Ute Tribes. From this process, a reduced reservoir
at Ridges Basin, a non-structural solution consisting of the purchase of water
rights, and a non-structural solution of leaving water in the streams, were
evaluated as possible solutions to resolving the water right claims and providing
water to local municipalities. These alternatives have been thoroughly
addressed in this FSEIS. Irrigation has been eliminated as part of the ALP
Project. The potential uses such as a coal fired power plant represent possible
non-binding uses. The Colorado Ute Tribes are not under any obligation to use
the water in this manner. This use as well as others have been identified to
evaluate potential environmental impacts.

IN78-2 Refer to General Comment No. 8 for a discussion of the project on river
recreation.  Although the flow of the river will be altered during pumping, it
will have a minor impact on rafting and kayaking.  No low head dam is planned
at the pumping plant.  Please see Attachment E in Volume 2 for engineering
plans.

IN78-3 The noise and visual impacts to which the comment refers are addressed in the
FSEIS. Specifically, Refined Alternative 4 Noise Impact 3 of the FSEIS and
Refined Alternative 4 Visual Impact 1 of the FSEIS discuss the anticipated noise
and visual impacts of the Durango Pumping Plant.

IN78-4 Comment noted.

IN78-5 Bullet No. 1 - The potential for leasing water downstream has been evaluated in
the FSEIS as part of Alternative 9. The results are presented in Section 2.3.2.9.
Reasons for rejecting this alternative are presented in Table 2-43 under the test of
Practicability. However, this concept may have merit when combined with other
alternatives. Bullet No. 2 -The purchase of water rights has been investigated
under Refined Alternative 6. A thorough discussion on the difficulties associated
with the purchase of water rights is contained in Chapter 5 of this FSEIS. Bullet 3 -
The Tribes were offered a cash settlement which they rejected in favor of having
"wet water" in a storage reservoir. Bullet No. 4 -Several locations for the Durango
Pumping Plant were evaluated to minimize both cost and impacts to the
environment. The present location was selected as the most preferred site.
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IN79-1 Comments noted.  

INDIVIDUALS IN79

Monique M Scobey
Page IN-143

Monique M Scobey
 




